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U.S. Customs Service 
(T.D. 74-161) 


Foreign currencies—Daily rates for countries not on quarterly list 


Rates of exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by the Federal Re- 
serve Bank of New York for the Hong Kong dollar, Iran rial, Philippine peso, 
Singapore dollar, Thailand baht (tical) 

7 DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFrFIcE OF THE CoMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., May 28, 1974. 
The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 522(c), 

Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c)), has certified buy- 

ing rates in U.S. dollars for the dates and foreign currencies shown 

below. These rates of exchange are published for the information and 
use of Customs officers and others concerned pursuant to Part 159, Sub- 

part C, Customs Regulations (19 CFR, Part 159, Subpart C). 


Hong Kong dollar: 
For the period May 13 through May 17, 1974, rate 
of $0.1975. 


Tran rial: 
For the period May 13 through May 17, 1974, rate 
of $0.0149. 


Philippines peso: 
DE, SOW etait n i seisnasn an scan en $0. 1490 
May 14, 1974 
May 15, 1974 
May 16, 1974 
May 17, 1974 


Singapore dollar: 
May 13, 1974 $0. 4170 
May 14, 1974 . 4170 
May 15, 1974 . 4170 
May 16, 1974 . 4170 
May 17, 1974 .4175 
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Thailand baht (tical) : 
For the period May 13 through May 17, 1974, rate of 
$0.0495. 
(LIQ-3-0 :D :T) 
R. N. Marra, 
Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 


(T.D. 74-162) 
Foreign currencies—Certification of rates 


Rates of exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by the Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York = 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., May 30, 1974. 


The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 522(c), 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c)), has certified the 
following rates of exchange which varied by 5 per centum or more 
from the quarterly rate published in Treasury Decision 74-124 for 
the following countries. Therefore, as to entries covering merchandise 


exported on the dates listed, whenever it is necessary for Customs pur- 
poses to convert such currency into currency of the United States, con- 
version shall be at the following daily rates: 


Austria schilling: 
May 20, 1974 
May 21, 1974 
May 22, 1974 
May 23, 1974 
May 24, 1974 


Belgium franc: 
May 23, 1974 

Switzerland franc: 
May 22, 1974 
May 23, 1974 

(LIQ-3-0 :D :T) 


Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 


[Published in the Federal Register June 11, 1974 (39 FR 20515) ] 
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(T.D. 74-163) 


Cotton textiles—Restriction on entry 


Restriction on cotton textiles and cotton textile products manufactured or 
produced in Colombia 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., June 4, 1974 


There is published below the directive of April 30, 1974, received by 
the Commissioner of Customs from the Chairman, Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements, concerning the visa require- 
ments for cotton textiles and cotton textile products, in categories 1 
through 64, manufactured or produced in Colombia. 

This directive was published in the Federal Register on May 3, 1974 
(39 FR 15528), by the Committee. 

(QUO-2-1) 
R. N. Marra, 
Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 


THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF COMMERCE 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20230 


COMMITTEE FOR THE IMPLEMENTATION OF TEXTILE AGREEMENTS 
April 30, 197 4. 


Co mMIssIONER or Customs 
Department of the Treasury 
Washington, D.C. 20229 


Dear Mr. CoMMISSIONER: 


Pursuant to paragraph 13 of the Bilateral Cotton Textile Agree- 
ment of June 15, 1971, between the Governments of the United States 
and Colombia, and in accordance with the procedures of Executive 
Order 11651 of March 3, 1972, you are directed to prohibit, effective 
30 days after the date of publication of this letter in the Federal Reg- 
ister and until further notice, entry into the United States for con- 
sumption and withdrawal from warehouse for consumption of cotton 
textiles and cotton textile products in Categories 1 through 64, pro- 
duced or manufactured in Colombia for which Colombia has not issued 
an appropriate visa, fully described below, provided, however, that the 
aforestated cotton textiles and cotton textile products produced or 
manufactured in Colombia and exported therefrom prior to the date 
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of publication shall not be denied entry until 60 days following the 
date of publication. 

The visa will be a stamped marking in blue ink on the front of the 
invoice (Special Customs Invoice Form 5515, or other successor docu- 
ment, or commercial invoice when such form is used), and will bear 
the signature of an official authorized to issue visas. A facsimile of the 
stamp along with the names of the officials authorized to issue visas are 
enclosed. 

You are further directed to allow entry into the United States for 
consumption and withdrawal from warehouse for consumption of 
designated shipments of cotton textiles and cotton textile products 
produced or manufactured in Colombia and exported to the United 
States from Colombia, notwithstanding the designated shipment or 
shipments do not meet the aforementioned visa requirements, when- 
ever requested to do so in writing by the Chairman of the Committee 
for the Implementation of Textile Agreements. 

A detailed description of the categories in terms of T.S.U.S.A. 
numbers was published in the Federal Register on January 25, 1974 
(39 F.R. 3430). 

In carrying out the above directions, entry into the United States 
for consumption shall be construed to include entry for consumption 
into the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

The actions taken with respect to the Government of Colombia and 
with respect to imports of cotton textiles and cotton textile products 
from Colombia have been determined by the Committee for the Imple- 
mentation of Textile Agreements to involve foreign affairs functions 
of the United States. Therefore, the directions to the Commissioner 
of Customs being necessary to the implementation of such actions fall 
within the foreign affairs exception to the rule-making provisions of 
5 U.S.C. 553. This letter will be published in the Federal Register. 

Sincerely, 


Sern M. Bopner, 
Chairman, Committee for the Implementation 
of Textile Agreements, 
and Deputy Assistant Secretary for 
Resources and Trade Assistance 
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SAMPLE 


GOVERNMENT OF COLOMBIA 
No. 


TEXTILE EXPORT VISA 


(Signature) 
(Title) 


(Date) 


OFFICIALS OF THE GOVERNMENT OF COLOMBIA AUTHORIZED TO 
ISSUE VISAS 


Eduardo Paez Velasquez 
Antonio Ernesto Beltran Candia 
Ricardo Rafael Restrepo Diaz 
Raul Farello P. 

Fernando Anchique V. 

Jaime Neira Baena 

Ramiro Valencia Lopez 

Carlos Lozano Ange 

Rafaela Vergara Echavez 
Joaquin Gutierrez Isaza 

Gloria Mercedes Velasquez Latorre 
Manuel Arturo Posada Gutierrez 
Hernan Toro Franco 

Humberto Gomez Diaz 

Jaime Arroyave Gomez 

Jesus Gomez Jaramillo 

Julian Contreras Trivifio 
Helena de Florez 

Jaime Ospina Duque 
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(T.D. 74-164) 


Foreign currencies—Daily rates for countries not on quarterly list 


Rates of exchange certified to the Secretary of the Treasury by the Federal 
Reserve Bank of New York for the Hong Kong dollar, Iran rial, Philippine 
peso, Singapore dollar, Thailand baht (tical) 


DEPARMENT OF THE TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 

Washington, D.C., June 3, 1974. 
The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 522(c), 
Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 U.S.C. 372(c)), has certified buy- 
ing rates in U.S. dollars for the dates and foreign currencies shown 
below. These rates of exchange are published for the information and 
use of Customs officers and others concerned pursuant to Part 159, 

Subpart C, Customs Regulations (19 CFR, Part 159, Subpart C). 


Hong Kong dollar: 
For the period May 20 through May 24, 1974, rate of 
$0.1975. 
Tran rial: 
For the period May 20 through May 24, 1974, rate of 
$0.0149. 


Philippines peso: 
For the period May 20 through May 24, 1974, rate of 
$0.1495. 


Singapore dollar: 
May 20, 1974 $0. 4160 
May 21, 1974 4145 
May 22, 1974 . 4150 
May 23, 1974 . 4160 
May 24, 1974 . 4160 


Thailand baht (tical) : 
For the period May 20 through May 24, 1974, rate of 
$0.0495. 


(LIQ-3-0 :D :T) 
R. N. Marra, 


Director, 
Duty Assessment Division. 





Decisions of the United States 
Court of Customs and 
Patent Appeals 


(C.A.D. 1121) 


Quictey & Manarp, Inc. v. Toe Untrep Srates CA 74-8, 74-15 
(— F. 2d —) 


1. Reweartnc—DiscretTionary Wirn Customs Court 


Orders of Customs Court, dismissing actions in October 1970 
reserve file for lack of prosecution, and order denying motions for 
rehearing to set aside said orders of dismissal and denying motion 
to compel filing of a complaint, affirmed. 


. In—Score or Review 


Customs Court is entrusted with exercise of its sound discretion 
in ruling on a petition for rehearing, which ruling will not be dis- 
turbed unless it is manifestly erroneous. 


. Ib. 


Appeals from separate orders of dismissal for lack of prosecution 
are from judgments of the Customs Court, are in accord with 
generally-accepted doctrine that an appeal must be taken from the 
judgment of the lower court, and represent the substance of the 
appeals from order denying rehearings. 


<i 


Decision of trial court in dismissing actions for lack of prosecu- 
tion will not be disturbed on appeal unless there has been a gross 
abuse of discretion. 


. In—Rovte 14.6 


Held that there was no gross abuse of discretion when Customs 
Court refused to accept complaint not received within time 
prescribed. 

. Ip.—Construction—Spreciat LEcisLaTion 


In absence of gross abuse of discretion of Customs Court in dis- 
missing for lack of prosecution, it is by way of special legislation in 
the Congress rather than judicial remedy that relief on the basis of 
cited equities must be sought. 


‘ 


547-840—74——-2 . 





8 COURT OF CUSTOMS AND PATENT APPEALS 
United States Court of Customs and Patent Appeals, May 30, 1974 
Appeal from United States Customs Court, 67/61648, 67/61649 
[Affirmed. ] 


John B. Walsh, attorney of record, for appellant. 
Irving Jaffe, Acting Assistant Attorney General, Andrew P. Vance, Chief, Cus- 
toms Section, Robert Masters, for the United States. 


[Oral argument on April 3, 1974, by Mr. Walsh and Mr. Vance] 


Before Markey, Chief Judge, Ricu, BALDWin, LANE and MILLER, Associate 
Judges. 


Miter, Judge. 

[1] This proceeding involves two appeals from the United States 
Customs Court. The appeals are from (1) separate orders of dismissal 
of the actions for lack of prosecution, and (2) an order (covering both 
cases) which (a) denied appellant’s motion for rehearing to set aside 
said separate orders of dismissal + and (b) denied appellant’s motion 
for rehearing to set aside an order denying appellant’s motion to com- 
pel the clerk of the Customs Court to file appellant’s complaint (cover- 
ing both actions) and to remove the actions from the reserve file of 
the Customs Court. We affirm. 

Each order of dismissal for lack of prosecution recites that the 
action, previously placed in the October 1970 reserve file, had not been 
removed therefrom on or before October 31, 1972, the expiration date 
of the applicable two-year period for removal. 

[2] This court has stated that the Customs Court is entrusted with 
the exercise of its sound discretion in ruling on a petition for rehear- 
ing and that such a ruling will not be disturbed unless it is “mani- 
festly erroneous.” Commonwealth Oil Refining Company, Ine. v. 
United States, 60 CCPA 162, C.A.D. 1105, 480 F. 2d 1352 (1973). 
Appellant has not alleged that denial of its motions for rehearing 
was manifestly erroneous. [3] Moreover, it is the generally-accepted 
doctrine that an appeal must be taken from the judgment of the lower 
court. 6A Moore’s Freprran Practice (2d Ed.) {[ 59, pp. 266-267, and 
cases cited therein. Insofar as these appeals are from the separate 
orders of dismissal of the actions for lack of prosecution, they are 
from the judgments of the Customs Court. Not only are they in accord 
with the “generally-accepted doctrine,” but they also represent the 
substance of the appeals from the order denying rehearings, so that 


1 The order of dismissal in 67/61648 was not entered until July 24, 1973, so the motion 
for rehearing, which was filed April 20, 1973, was apparently not operative with respect 
to it. 
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our determination with respect to the orders of dismissal will properly 
and fully dispose of the controversy. 

Rule 14.6(c) of the Customs Court, pursuant to which the separate 
orders of dismissal were entered, provided as follows: 

(c) Dismissal for Lack of Prosecution: An action which is 
not removed from the reserve file within a period of 2 years shall 
be dismissed for lack of prosecution, and in the absence of the fil- 
ing of a motion under paragraph (e) of this rule, the clerk shall 


enter an order of dismissal without further direction of the 
GOUTrt. -. << 


Rule 14.6(b) (1) provided that an action may be removed from the 
reserve file upon the filing of a complaint. Actions in the October 1970 
reserve file, which included the two actions embraced by these appeals, 
had to be removed by October 31, 1972, to avoid dismissal under Rule 
14.6(c), and appellant sought to do this by mailing a complaint cover- 
ing both actions to the Customs Court. The complaint was mailed 
from Buffalo, New York, on October 30, 1972, but was not received 
by the Customs Court until November 2, 1972, after the time had ex- 
pired under Rule 14.6(c). The clerk refused to file it, and in due course 
the separate orders of dismissal were entered. We note that Rule 4.1(e) 
of the Customs Court states: “Filing is completed upon receipt by the 
clerk or his appointed deputy clerk.” 

Appellant does not dispute the facts, but argues that the applicable 
rules of the Customs Court should be liberally applied and that an ac- 
tion should not be dismissed lightly on procedural grounds where good 
cause and excusable neglect are shown. It cites Rule 6(b) of the Fed- 
eral Rules of Civil Procedure, which provides for relief after expira- 
tion of a specified period of time when the failure to act was the re- 
sult of excusable neglect ; and it argues that the correlative to this rule 
is Rule 17.1 of the Customs Court, which provides that a party ag- 
grieved by the refusal of the clerk to file any paper may move to com- 
pel the clerk to accept the paper for filing. 

Assuming arguendo that the question of “excusable neglect” was 
before the Customs Court with respect to the untimely filing of ap- 
pellant’s complaint, that is not the question before this court on review. 
This court has stated that [4] the decision of the trial court in dis- 
missing a case for lack of prosecution will not be disturbed on appeal 
unless it is made to appear that there has been a gross abuse of 
discretion. United States v. Chas. Kurz Co., 55 CCPA 107, C.A.D. 
941, 396 F. 2d 1013 (1968). In determining whether there was “gross 
abuse” on the part of the Customs Court in entering the separate 
orders of dismissal, we note the following statement in appellant’s 
brief: 
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Appellant was unaware, through no fault of its own, of the need 
to proceed procedurally by filing a complaint until October 11, 
1972. Considering time for preparing papers and mailing, appel- 
lant was <annaiel to make an immediate decision whether to 
request an extension of time which might be denied or proceed 
to race against time to file its complaint on or before October 31, 
1972. Appellant decided in good faith to proceed with diligence 
to prepare its complaint only to discover later the immense re- 
search task before him. Nevertheless, appellant mailed its com- 
plaint on October 30, 1972. 


[5] Obviously appellant elected to make the “race against time.” 
The fact that it lost the race was not the fault of the Customs Court, 
which had good reason to promulgate and adhere to Rule 14.6. See 
Applied Research Laboratories v. United States, 70 Cust. Ct. —, 
C.R.D. 73-2, 352 F. Supp. 498 (1973). We hold that there was no gross 
abuse of discretion on the part of the Customs Court in entering the 
separate orders of dismissal. 

[6] In so holding, we are not unmindful of certain equities which 
appellant’s counsel developed, particularly during his thought-provok- 
ing oral argument. However, it is by way of special legislation in the 
Congress rather than judicial remedy that relief on the basis of such 
equities must be sought. 

The orders of the Customs Court are affirmed. 


(C.A.D. 1122) 


Kurt S. Apter, Inc. v. Tuer Unrrep States No. 5513 (— F. 2d —) 


1. CrassiricaTion or Inports—Usvat Contarners—Putastic Inserts 
AND Box Tors—TSUS 
Customs Court’s judgment dismissing action based on protest 
against assessment of duty on entire importation of Christmas 
ornaments (TSUS item 545.85) imported from Czechoslovakia at 
TSUS column 2 rate applicable under General Headnote 3(e) to 
products of that country, instead of assessing duty on cost of parts 
of usual containers in which the ornaments were shipped at column 
1 rate applicable under General Headnote 3(f) to products of West 
Germany, where the parts were made, affirmed. 


. “In Errecr”’—Herapnore 6(b) (i) 

The term “in effect” in General Headnote 6(b) (i) referring to 
the usual containers for importations does not suggest, as urged 
by appellant, that such containers shall receive the same classifica- 
tion as their contents, but not necessarily the identical rate of duty. 
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United States Court of Customs and Patent Appeals, May 30, 1974 


Appeal from United States Customs Court, 67/62574-35570-67 
[Affirmed.] 


Murray Sklaroff, (Serko and Sklaroff) attorney of record, for appellant. 
Harlington Wood, Jr., Assistant Attorney General, Andrew P. Vance, Chief, 
Customs Section, Robert B. Silverman, for the United States. 


(Oral argument January 7, 1974, by Mr. Sklaroff and Mr. Silverman] 


Before MarKEy, Chief Judge, Ricu, Batpwin, LANE and MILLER, Associate 
Judges. 


Batowin, Judge. 

This appeal is from the decision and judgment of the United States 
Customs Court? dismissing appellant’s complaint against the Re- 
gional Commissioner’s assessment of duty against certain merchandise 
imported from Czechoslovakia. We affirm. 


The Importations 


The importations consist of glass Christmas ornaments packed in 
boxes, which are comprised of box bottoms, plastic inserts placed in 
the box bottoms, and box tops. The ornaments and box bottoms were 
made in Czechoslovakia. The importer purchased the inserts and box 
tops in West Germany and had them delivered to Czechoslovakia for 
packaging the ornaments for export. 


The Classification and Statutes 


The statutes involved are: 
Tariff Schedules of the United States: 


General Headnotes and Rules of Interpretation: 


3. Rates of Duty. The rates of duty in the “Rates of Duty” 
columns numbered 1 and 2 of the schedules apply to articles im- 
ported into the customs territory of the United States as herein- 
after provided in this headnote : 

* * * * * * cod 


(e) Products of Communist Countries. Notwithstanding any 


of the foregoing provisions of this headnote, the rates of duty 
shown in column numbered 2 shall apply to products, whether 
imported directly or indirectly, of the following countries and 


1 Kurt 8. Adler, Inc. v. United States, 68 Cust. Ct. 162, C.D. 4354, 343 F.Supp. 943 
(1972). 
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areas pursuant to section 401 of the Tariff Classification Act of 
1962, to section 231 or 257(e) (2) of the Trade Expansion Act of 
1962 or to action taken by the President thereunder : 

He a * * ae Eo 


Czechoslovakia 
ae a a * a a a 


(f) Products of ‘All Other Countries. Products of all other 
countries not previously mentioned in this headnote imported into 
the customs territory of the United States are subject to the rate 
of duty set forth in column numbered 1 of the schedules. 

% ES * * BS a oe 


6. Containers or Holders for Imported Merchandise. For the 
purposes of the tariff schedules, containers or holders are subject 
to tariff treatment as follows: 

(b) Not Imported Empty: Containers or holders if imported 
containing or holding articles are subject to tariff treatment as 
follows: 

(i) The usual or ordinary types of shipping or transportation 
containers or holders, if not designed for, or capable of, reuse, and 
containers of usual types ordinarily sold at retail with their con- 
tents, are not subject to treatment as imported articles. Their cost, 
however, is, under section 402 or section 402a of the tariff act, a 
part of the value of their contents and if their contents are sub- 
ject to an ad valorem rate of duty such containers or holders are, 
in effect, dutiable at the same rate as their contents, except that 


their cost is deductible from dutiable value upon submission of 
satisfactory proof that they are products of the United States 
which are being returned without having been advanced in value 
or improved in condition by any means while abroad. 


* * = # * * & 


Schedule 5, Part 3, Subpart C: 


Christmas ornaments of glass: 


* * * 


Other: 
[1] [2] 
Item 545.85 Valued not over $7.50 per gross____.40% ad 60% ad 
Vv alorem valorem 


19 U.S.C. 1881: 
Most-favored-nation principle 


Except as otherwise provided in this subchapter in section 1351 
of this title, or in section 401(a) of the Tariff Classification Act 
of 1962, any duty or other import restriction or duty-free treat- 
ment proclaimed i in carrying out any trade agreement under this 
subchapter or section 1351 of this title shall apply to products of 
all foreign countries, whether imported directly or indirectly. 
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The classification of the goods as Christmas ornaments, under item 
545.85, is not in controversy. [1] The dispute involves the assessment 
of duty on the entire importation at the column 2 rate of 60% ad 
valorem, applicable to products of Czechoslovakia under General 
Headnote 3(e). Appellant contends that the column 1 rate of 40% 
ad valorem, applicable to products of West Germany under General 
Headnote 3(f), should have been assessed on the cost of the inserts and 
box tops, and that the column 2 rate of 60% should have been assessed 
only on the cost of the ornaments and box bottoms which were products 
of Czechoslovakia. 


The Decision and Judgment of the Customs Court 


The Customs Court ruled that the assessment of duty at 60% by 
the Regional Commissioner was correct and dismissed appellant’s 
action. It grounded its decision upon the provision of General Head- 
note 6(b) (i) that the usual containers for imported merchandise, such 
as those involved here, are not subject to treatment as imported articles, 
but that their cost is part of the value of their contents and, where 
the contents are subject to an ad valorem rate of duty, the containers 
are “in effect, dutiable at the same rate as their contents.” The court 
stated that the phrase “ ‘in effect’ has nothing to do with the classifica- 
tion of usual containers, but is addressed solely to assessment of duty 
at the ad valorem rate applicable to the contents.” ? (footnote omit- 
ted.) It further considered the words “not subject to treatment as im 
ported articles” to indicate that Congress intended the containers to 
be “subject to neither classification nor assessment of duty separately 
from their contents.” 

Additionally, the court rejected a charge by appellant that the as- 
sessment of the cost of the inserts and box tops at the 60% rate violated 
the most-favored-nation principle, 19 USC 1881. It pointed out that 
the tariff status of merchandise is controlled by its condition at the 
time of importation into the United States. It stated that when the in- 
serts and box tops arrived in the United States they were no longer 
“products” of West Germany, but instead were the usual containers of 
products imported from Czechoslovakia and, as such, subject to the 
provisions of General Headnote 6(b) (i). Observing that 6(b) (i) must 
be construed in para materia with General Headnote 3, the court 
stated : 


Under the introductory paragraph of General Headnote 3, the 
rates of duty specified in columns numbered 1 and 2 of the sched- 


2In support of its interpretation of “in effect,” the court cited the Tariff Classification 
Study, Interim Report of March 15, 1955, appearing as Appendix A of the Tariff Classifica- 
tion Study, Submitting Report, November 15, 1960, at page 53. 
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ules apply to imported “articles”, whereas in headnote 6 (b) (i) 
Congress manifested its intent that usual containers should not be 
subjected to treatment as imported “articles”. It follows that the 
inserts and box tops may not be separately assessed at a rate of 
duty set forth in column 1 of the schedules pursuant to headnote 
3(f). The fact that headnotes 3(e) and 3(f) make reference to 
“products”, while the introductory provision of headnote 3 and 
headnote 6(b) (i) refer to “articles”, is inconsequential as there 
is no distinction between those two terms in headnotes 3 and 6 


(b) (i). 


Opinion 


Appellant’s arguments here are primarily based on the position 
that the inserts and box tops are “products” of West Germany for 
the purposes of General Headnotes 3(e), 3(f), and 6(b) (i). How- 
ever, we agree with the Customs Court that these items had become 
only parts of the usual containers for the imported ornaments, prod- 
ucts of Czechoslovakia, when imported into the United States, and, 
as such, under General Headnote 6(b) (i), were not subject to treat- 
ment as imported articles. We thus find nothing in the aforementioned 
general headnotes to indicate the assessment of duty here violated any 
provision of those headnotes. [2] The term “in effect” in General 
Headnote 6(b) (i) does not suggest, as urged by appellant, that the 
containers shall receive the same tariff classification as their contents, 
but not necessarily the identical rate of duty. We agree with the court’s 
interpretation of that term for the reasons advanced by the court and 
supported by its citation from the 7'ariff Classification Schedule re- 
ferred to in footnote 2, supra. 

We also find no error in the holding of the Customs Court that the 
most-favored nation principle, 19 USC 1881, is not violated here. Even 
aside from the court’s construction of headnote 6(b) (i) in pari materia 
with headnote 3 and its reasoning that the inserts and box tops in their 
condition at the time of importation were not products of West Ger- 
many,® but rather the usual containers of products imported from 
Czechoslovakia, it is apparent that the District Director afforded the 
items in question no less favorable treatment than he would have 
afforded the same items originating in any other most-favored nation 
under the same conditions. See Jackson, World Trade and the Law of 
GATT § 11.3 at 255 (1969). 

The judgment of the Customs Court is affirmed. 


8“TI}t is within the province of each importing member country to determine, in 
accordance with the provisions of its law, for the purpose of applying the most-favored- 


nation provision, whether the ds do in fact originate in a particular country.” Jackson, 
World Trade and the Law of GATT, § 17.8 at 468 (1969). 
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One Federal Plaza 
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Customs Decision 


(C.D. 4543) 
Sympuontic Execrronics Corr. v. Untrep States 
Solid-state (tubeless) radio receivers 
“Rapio Recetvers”—Common MEANING 


“Radio receivers” within the common meaning of the term in- 
clude tuner-amplifiers which, in addition to receiving radio signals 
(ie, AM/FM), are capable of controlling and amplifying signals 
from a record changer and type player connected by wires to the 
tuner-amplifier. Thus, tuner-amplifiers were not more than “radio 


15 
547-840—74——_3 
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receivers” by reason of the fact that their controls and amplifyin 
capability could be shared or utilized by the other components o 
a combination article wired (after importation) to the tuner- 
amplifier, such as a phonograph turntable or tape player. 


Rapro Recervers—Parts or Comprnation ArticLes—Ru ze 10(ij) 

A specific provision for parts of a combination article prevails 
over a general provision for parts of such combination article. 
Hence, tuner-amplifiers are properly dutiable under the eo nomine 
provision for “solid-state (tubeless) radio receivers” in item 685.23, 
TSUS, notwithstanding the fact that after importation such tuners 
were incorporated into combination radio-phonographs and other 
— articles as parts thereof. General Interpretative Rule 
10(ij). 

Rapio Recervers—SvuBsTaNTIALLY CoMPLeTE WiTHOUT SPEAKERS 

The tuner-amplifiers in issue were substantially complete “radio 
receivers” within the purview of item 685.23, TSUS, although im- 
ported without speakers. Cf. Montgomery Ward & Co., Ine. v. 
United States, 70 Cust. Ct. 193, C.D. 4430, 362 F. Supp. 560 (1973) 
(appeal pending). 

Rapio Recetvers—“UNassEMBLED”—RULE 10(h) 


Tuner-amplifiers and their transformers, imported together, but 
packed separately, were “unassembled” solid-state radio receivers 
within the purview of General Interpretative Rule 10(h). 

Touner-AMPLIFIERS—SPECIALLY Provipep For as “Rapio REcErIvEers” 

Since tuner-amplifiers were specially provided for under the eo 
nomine provision in item 685.23, TSUS for “solid-state (tubeless) 
radio receivers”, they cannot be classified either under the provision 
in item 678.50, TSUS for machines not specially provided for, and 
parts thereof, or under the provision in item 688.40 for electrical 
articles, for electrical parts of articles, not specially provided for. 


Ko Nomine DEsIGNATION 


In determining the classification of goods, an eo nomine desig- 
nation must, in the absence of a clearly contrary legislative intent, 
be preferred to terms of general description and to enumerations 
which are broader in scope and less specific. United States v. Astra 
Trading Corp., 44 CCPA 8, C.A.D. 627 (1956). 


Toner-Amp.iriers—Nort “UNFINISHED” CoMBINATION ARTICLES 


Since tuner-amplifiers lacked basic components of a phonograph 
and tape recorder, they were not within the purview of either item 
685.30, TSUS as an “unfinished” radio-phonograph combination, or 
item 685.50 as an “unfinished” radio-phonograph-tape recorder 
combination. Cf. Authentic Furniture Products, Inc. v. United 
States, 61 CCPA—, C.A.D. 1109 (1973). 





CUSTOMS COURT 
Court Nos. 70/56204 and 70/64354 
Port of Boston 


[Judgment for defendant.] 
(Decided May 20, 1974) 


Barnes, Richardson & Colburn (Irving Levine of counsel) for the plaintiff. 
Carla A. Hills, Assistant Attorney General (John N. Politis, trial attorney), 
for the defendant. 


NewMan, Judge: These two consolidated protests concern the 
proper dutiable status of certain merchandise invoiced as “R835 
AM/FM tuners” imported by plaintiff from Taiwan through the port 
of Boston, Mass. in June 1970. 

The merchandise was classified by the district director of customs 
as “solid-state (tubeless) radio receivers” under item 685.23 of the 
Tariff Schedules of the United States (TSUS), modified by T.D. 
68-9, and assessed with duty at the rate of 11 per centum ad valorem. 

Plaintiff advances five alternative claims under the following TSUS 
item numbers: 685.25, 685.30, 685.50, 678.50 and 688.40. The primary 
claim is that the imports are dutiable at the rate of 8.5 per centum ad 
valorem as radio reception apparatus or parts thereof, other than 
solid-state radio receivers, under item 685.25, TSUS. Alternatively, 
plaintiff contends that the R835 tuner has the capability of switching 
from one function to another, i.e., from radio to phonograph, or tape 
recorder, and therefore is dutiable at the rate of 9.5 per centum ad 
valorem under item 685.30 as a radio-phonograph combination, or at 
the rate of 10 per centum ad valorem under item 685.50 as a radio- 
phonograph-tape recorder combination, or part thereof. 

Plaintiff’s claims that the merchandise is properly dutiable under 
item 678.50 as machines or parts thereof, not specially provided for, 
at the rate of 7 per centum ad valorem, or under item 688.40 as elec- 
trical articles or electrical parts of articles, not specially provided for, 
at the rate of 8 per centum ad valorem, are based upon the contention 
that “this imported article [R835 tuner] is chiefly used in a radio- 
phonograph-tape player combination (incapable of tape recording 
but only of playing pre-recorded materials) and, therefore, is outside 
the scope of the provision(s) for tape recorder combination articles”. 

All of plaintiff’s claims are predicated upon the argument that the 

8835 tuner is more than a “radio receiver” ; * and respecting the claim 


1 There is no dispute between the parties that the R835 tuner is a solid-state (tubeless) 
device. 
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that the merchandise is a combination article, plaintiff relies upon 
General Interpretative Rule 10(h), viz.: the R835 tuner is an “unfin- 
ished” combination article. 

Defendant contends that although the merchandise is radio recep- 
tion apparatus within the superior heading to items 685.20 through 
685.25, TSUS, the tuner possesses the basic elements of a solid-state 
radio receiver, and hence is specifically provided for under item 685.23. 
Since allegedly, certain transformers were imported with the R835 
tuners but were packed separately, and the tuners require a minimal 
amount of additional work to complete them, defendant relies upon the 
provisions of General Interpretative Rule 10(h). 

Further, defendant argues that while the R835 tuners were used 
after importation to manufacture combination articles, they cannot be 
classified either under item 685.30, or under item 685.50, because in 
their condition as imported the tuners were merely radio receivers and 
not substantially complete combination articles; and defendant insists 
that the tuners cannot be classified as “parts” in contravention of Gen- 
eral Interpretative Rule 10(ij). 

Finally, defendant denies the applicability of items 678.50 and 
688.40 since the imports were specially provided for under item 685.23. 

I have concluded that the merchandise was properly classified by 
the Government under item 685.23, TSUS, and therefore the protests 
are overruled. 

Sratutes INVOLVED 


General Headnotes and Rules of 
Interpretation 

10. General Interpretative Rules. For 
the purposes of these schedules— 

* * a * * 

(h) unless the context requires other- 
wise, a tariff description for an article 
covers such article, whether assembled or 
not assembled, and whether finished or not 
finished ; 

(ij) a provision for “parts” of an article 
covers a product solely or chiefly used as a 
part of such article, but does not prevail 
over a specific provision for such part. 


Schedule 6, part 5: 


* * * radiobroadcasting * * * and recep- 
tion apparatus, and * * * record play- 
ers, phonographs, tape recorders, * * * 
record changers, * * *; all of the fore- 
going, and any combination thereof, 


* * * and parts thereof: 
ok * * 


* * 
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* * * radiobroadcasting and * * * re- 
ception apparatus, and parts 
thereof : 

* * * * * 

Other: 

685.23 Solid-state (tubeless) radio 


receivers ad val. 
685.25 ad val. 


685.30 Radio-phonograph combinations ad val. 
* co * * * 


Other: 
685.50 


688.40 Electrical articles, and electrical parts of 
articles, not specially provided for 
Schedule 6, part 4, subpart H: 


678.50 Machines not specially provided for, and 
parts thereof 


Tue Issues 


The basic issues for decision are: 

1. Were the imported tuners properly classified as solid-state radio 
receivers under item 685.23 ? 

2. Are the tuners properly dutiable as radio reception apparatus 
or parts thereof, other than solid-state radio receivers, under item 
685.25 ? 

3. Is the R835 tuner “more than” a solid-state radio receiver and 
classifiable as an unfinished combination radio-phonograph under 
item 685.30, or an unfinished radio-phonograph-tape recorder under 
item 685.50? 

4, Is the R835 tuner classifiable as a machine not specially provided 
for, or a part thereof, under item 678.50? 

5. Is the R835 tuner classifiable as an electrical article or an electri- 


cal part of an article, not specially provided for, pursuant to item 
688.40? 


Tue Recorp 


The record comprises the testimony of one witness on behalf of 
plaintiff, and three witnesses on behalf of defendant. Additionally, 
each party submitted several exhibits. Based upon the foregoing 
record, I make the following findings of fact and conclusions of law: 
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Frnvrnes or Facr 


1. The entries covered by these protests include R835 AM/FM 
tuners and an equal number of power transformers separately packed.” 

2. The transformers served as a power source and are essential to 
the functioning of the tuners. After importation, the transformers 
were connected to the tuners by wires. 

3. A “tuner” is a device which is capable of receiving radio signals, 
while a “radio receiver” is comprised of a tuner plus an amplifier. 

4. The R835 tuners possess the basic components * and circuitry nec- 
essary for receiving AM, FM, and FM stereo multiplex signals, and 
also possess sufficient amplifying capability to operate loudspeakers. 
However, a “radio receiver” does not necessarily include loudspeakers.* 

5. R835 tuners have the following controls: on/off; function, which 
enables the user to select a particular function such as AM radio, FM 
radio, FM stereo multiplex, record player or tape player; tuning; 
volume; bass and treble; balance; and automatic frequency control 
(AFC). In its imported condition, the tuners had no control knobs 
or calibrated station dial. 

6. The R835 tuners were designed and intended for incorporation 
into combination radio-phonographs (with or without tape player or 
recorder). The tuners were never sold by plaintiff as “radio receivers” 
per se, but always were incorporated into combination articles con- 
taining at least a radio and record player. 

7. In a combination radio-phonograph, the tuner is connected by 
wires or cables to the transformer shipped therewith and to a record 
changer and speakers. Signals are transmitted through the wiring 
from the record player to the amplification section of the tuner which 
amplifies the signals and then transmits them to the speakers where 
the signals are rendered audible. At the completion of a record cycle, 
the record changer turns off the combination radio-phonograph. Thus, 
in a combination radio-phonograph, the record changer utilizes the 
amplifying capability of the R835 tuner and also uses the various con- 
trols on the tuner (on/off, function selector, volume, bass, etc.). 

‘When the function selector is turned to the position for the phono- 
graph or tape player, the tuner does not receive radio signals. 

8. A tape player also can utilize the amplifying capability and 
controls of the tuner. The tape player is activated upon insertion of 

2This fact was in dispute at the trial, but plaintiff now concedes in its brief “that 
accompanying the tuners were an equal number of power transformers of the type used 


with the RH35 tuner”. Accordingly, the term “tuners” or “R835 tuners” shall hereinafter 
be intended to include the transformers. 


8 Both plaintiff's witness Freeland and defendant’s witness Kulinyi testified that the 
basic components of a “radio receiver” are a tuner and amplifier, and that the R835 tuner 
possessed such components (R. 69-70, 122-123). 

4 Plaintiff’s witness Freeland and defendant’s witnesses Mergner and Kulinyi all agreed 
that “radio receivers’? do not necessarily include loudspeakers (R. 70, 101-102, 131). 
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a cartridge into the player and stops upon removal of the cartridge. 
However, if the a.c. switch of the tuner were turned to the off position, 
the power to the tape player would be cut off. 

9. “Radio receivers” which have provisions for connecting to a 
phonograph turntable and to tape equipment are sold by plaintiff’s 
competitors. Such receivers are sold as separate components, and also 
in combination with a record changer, tape equipment and speakers 
(called a “package”). 

10. Radio receivers sold as individual components have a plug 
strip on the back for connecting other components.® Such receivers, 
however, serve the same fuyction as those used in combination arti- 
cles—the controls of the receiver are utilized by the phonograph or 
tape player, and the amplifier portion of the receiver amplifies the 
signals from the phonograph or tape player. 


Conciusions or Law 


1. The R835 tuners are “radio receivers” within the common mean- 
ing of that term.°® 

2. “Radio receivers” within the common meaning of the term in- 
clude tuner-amplifiers which, in addition to receiving radio signals 
(i.e, AM/FM), are capable of controlling and amplifying signals 
from a record changer and tape player connected by wires to the 
tuner-amplifier. Consequently, the R835 tuners are not more than 
“radio receivers” by reason of the fact that their controls and amplify- 
ing capability could be shared or utilized by the other components of a 
combination article wired (after importation) to the tuner, such as a 
phonograph turntable or tape player.’ In their condition as imported, 
the H835 tuners do not have any features or capabilities which are 
not possessed by “radio receivers” within the common meaning of that 
term. 


3. A specific provision for parts of a combination article prevails 
over a general provision for parts of such combination article. Hence, 


5 The R835 tuner has “terminals” for connecting wiring or cables to other components. 

* Encyclopaedia Britannica, 1970 ed., Vol. 11, pp. 485-86, states: “A ‘tuner’ is employed 
for reception of radio broadcasts. The hi-fi tuner is simply a refined version of a radio 
receiver, but without audio amplifier or loudspeaker. * * * [W]hen a radio tuner is 
combined with an integrated amplifier, the resulting unit is referred to as a ‘receiver’ ”. 
[Emphasis added.] See also footnote 3. 

7If the imports are more than “radio receivers” (due to the fact that their controls and 
amplifying capability could be utilized by a phonograph or tape player with which the 
radio is combined after importation), then clearly the imports are more than radio 
reception apparatus, which is plaintiff’s principal claim. 

While not directly pertinent to the present issue, in Garrard Sales Corp. v. United 
States, 35 CCPA 39, 42, C.A.D. 369 (1947), the appellate court held that a combination 
radio-phonograph was more than either a radio or phonograph, and in that connection 
observed : 

“It is not disputed that without the record changer unit the phonograph-radio 
combination would be just a radio set * * *,”’ [Emphasis added. ] 
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the R835 tuners do not have any features or capabilities which are 
for “solid-state (tubeless) radio receivers” in item 685.23, TSUS, not- 
withstanding the fact that after importation such tuners were in- 
corporated into combination radio-phonographs and other combina- 
tion articles as parts thereof. General Interpretative Rule 10(ij). 

4. The R835 tuners are substantially complete “radio receivers” 
within the purview of item 685.23, TSUS.* Loudspeakers are not 
necessarily included in “solid-state (tubeless) radio receivers” within 
the purview of item 685.23, TSUS. Cf. Montgomery Ward & Co., Inc. 
v. United States, 70 Cust. Ct. 193, C.D. 4430, 362 F. Supp. 560 (1978) 
(appeal pending). a 

5. Since the R835 tuners were packed separately from the trans- 
formers, the imports are “unassembled” solid-state radio receivers 
within the purview of General Interpretative Rule 10(h). 

6. The R835 tuners are specially provided for under the eo nomine 
provision in item 685.23, TSUS for “solid-state (tubeless) radio re- 
ceivers”. Thus, the tuners are not classifiable under item 685.25, TSUS 
as radio reception apparatus, other than solid-state radio receivers; 
nor are they classifiable under the provision in item 678.50, TSUS for 
machines not specially provided for, and parts thereof; nor are they 
classifiable under the provision in item 688.40 for electrical articles, 
and electrical parts of articles, not specially provided for. Moreover, 
in determining the classification of goods, an eo nomine designation 
must, in the absence of a clearly contrary legislative intent, be preferred 
to terms of general description and to enumerations which are broader 
in scope and less specific. United States v. Astra Trading Corp., 44 
CCPA 8, C.A.D. 627 (1956). 

7. Since the R835 tuner lacks the basic components of a phonograph 
and tape recorder, the tuner is not within the purview of either item 
685.30 as an “unfinished” radio-phonograph combination, or item 
685.50 as an “unfinished” radio-phonograph-tape recorder combina- 
tion. Cf. Authentic Furniture Products, Inc. v. United States, 61 
CCPA—, C.A.D. 1109 (1973). 

The protests are overruled, and judgment will be entered 
accordingly. 

8 It is interesting to note that the first radio receiver, demonstrated by Heinrich Hertz in 
Germany in 1887, consisted simply of an open wire loop with spheres attached to the ends 


to form a gap. The presence of radio waves was “detected” by observing a spark set up on 
the sphere gap. See Encyclopaedia Britannica, 1970 ed., Vol. 18, p. 1090. 





5 
5 


(196 

“A'V'O) 8" °A “TS 40 Boy 
Sjos 1vq | -J0UTY JO Seyepossy jz0dur] 
oospuBlg Uvg quou3pnf pue uoysjooq 


asIGNVHOUIN 
ANV AULNG 
d0 LH0d 


‘smojsny) fo 4aworsstmLULoRD 
‘aquoy ‘G NONUTA 


YL srjd 
"BO JT 48 Sjos SY 
6F'099 
/92°199 sux04] 


978y pus “ON 
W198}] 10 “Bq 


alta 


(soqez 
queyeambe 
UIOIOTCA 
PB) %a'iz 
pus %06'%% 
6F'099 AoeW *“H “JO 
/92°199 sure] 9299/89 | “ATC. ‘BTUIOF TVD JO s,AoBW 


O18y Pus “ON 
W198} 10 “Ieq 


adassassv 


PL6T ‘Oz ABW 


“f£ ‘uospreyoyy Te8/bLd 


NOIsioga 
f0 GLVa UaAdWoNn 
y» apaar NOIstloaad 


*s}08j JuBjI0duN Sule pus sesvo 
Bury] Afisvo Ut S[eIOgJO SUIOJSND 07 doUTBASISSB JO Oq [ITM TOAIS UloJOY ATeUTUINS oT} ‘{[NJ Ut yULId 07 4Se10zUT [RIOTS 
quoLNs JO JOU oI¥ SUOISLEp oY} YSNoY}[Y “pous90U0D SI0Y}O PUB SUIOJSND oY} JO SIOOWFO JO voUBpINS pu’ UONBULIOJUT 
ey} 10J poystiqnd o18 YIOX MON 3B 4.ANOD SUIOJSND s0}BqIG pozIUE) 9Y} JO SUOISTOOp Jo SOBIYSqB SULMOTIOJ OTT, 
‘tlel ‘3¢ fopy ‘AMOSVaU], GHL AO INAWLAVATCT 


SUOLSIIOT] 480404 PIIOMSQY 
SIIOMSGYT 


INO’) suoIsN’D 
S1v1Gg pou) 94} JO suOTSINIG 





eB 
6 


8}08 OIBM IB] T 
o30IqT Ug 


$198 18q PUB ZuTAIBH 
oospouBIg UBs 


$108 OBA ICL 
oospuvly uBg 


syos Jeg 
oospuvay uv 


aASIGNVHOUIN 
GNV AULNA 
40 LUOd 


(196 

“A'V'O) *8'N *A “TS 40 BOT 
-1dULy JO Sseyeoossy od wy 
queulspnf pus uospoog 


(196 

“A'V'O) ‘8'D “A “TB 90 Bd] 
-J0UIY JO seqepoossy jsodury 
quouspnf pu’ uojspeq 


(196 

“a'V'O) ‘8A *A ‘TR 40 Bd} 
-10ULy JO seqepossy jiodury 
juowgpnf pus uojspooq 


(196 

“a'V'D) ‘SD *A “18 40 By 
-JaULY JO soyepOossy 40dur] 
queuspnf pus uofspeqd 


*Ys zr sud 
“BO 9Z 18 SJ0s SY 
gr'0s9 
/gu'199 stu9}] 


(s}os 18q) 
%F LI suid 
“Bd J] 18 Slas SY 
1z"099 
/92' 199 sureyy] 
(sas BupAsBd) 
Ygssr snd 
“BO JT 18 Sges SY 
6g°099 
/9L"1g9 SULe}] 


YYZ snd 
“Be JT 4B S}es SY 
09" 1Z6 
/92"199 Sure] 


MWe 11 sud 
“89 JT 4B S}Os SV 
6099 
/¢z' 199 su094] 


} 
O}8y puB “ON 
WO} | 10 “1B 


(e781 
queyeambea 
ulaloyeAa 
pe) %es'ee 
gr'os9 
/QLTg9 Suter] 


(seqes 

queTBainbe 

WIaIOTBA 

PB) %49°0% 

pus %1L'¢1 

12099 

pues 6g°099 
/g2" 199 sure] 


(0781 
queyeamnbe 
W010] 8A 
P®) Biv is 
09°26 
/9L°199 SUIEI{ 


(seqzel 
queTeambe 
Urel0TeA PB) 
Ylo'7zz pus 
WEev' ve ‘19's 
6P'099 
/92°199 sute4] 


oyey put ‘ON 
U10}] 10 “Bg 
| 


aassassv 


61692/89 


6982/89 


61 189/89 


0211/89 


LUNOO | 


Auedu0g 


ssi 7 BUY pep 


‘09 Ayepedg prspuvyig 


Adv “H “HY JO 
“AIC ‘BIUIOJ ITED JO Ss, Aovy 


ABW “TH “UW JO 
“AIC, ‘BIUIOJ TBD Jo s, Ave 


AALLNIVTd 


FL6I ‘0% ABW 
“¢ ‘UOSpIBYIy 


PLAT ‘Oz ABIN 


*¢ ‘uospasyory pee/Pld 


P2461 ‘0z AVIV 
*¢ ‘uosprByoTy 


FL6T ‘0c ABN 


“¢ ‘uospaeyory zee/bld 


NoOIsioad 
410 AaLVd 
yavdor 


UaaWaNn 
NoIsioad 





& 
B 
3 
B 


S}0s Buparwy 
4IOX MON 


$398 OIVAOTIE, 
(3010) puvpji0g 


sjos Juq pue oBMOTqQLY, 
oospuBig UBg 


$108 OIVMILTT 
oospouBlg UBg 


(196 

“A'V'O) “SD “A “1B 40 BOT 
-J9UTY JO soyepossy yodury 
quourspnf pu’ uojspooq 


(196 

‘A'°V'O) ‘8°D. *A “TR 40 BOF 
-J0ury JO seyepossy qodurly 
quour3pnf pus uojspooq 


(196 

‘a'V'O) ‘8° *A “TR 40 BOT 
-10Ury JO SoyepOssy y10dury 
quowlZpnf pus woysjooq 


(196 

‘a'V'O) *8'D “A ‘TS 40 BOT 
-10UTY JO Ssoyepossy qodury 
quourgpnf pue uojsjooqy 


(196 

"a'V'O) 8D *A ‘TS 40 BOT 
-1oury JO soyepossy jodury 
quem3pnf{ pues uojspooq: 


MWY syd ve 


91 98 Sjos sy 
60°099 
/ax"199 su104] 


Ye Li snd 
“80 JT 48 Sjos SY 
6099 
/az199 104] 


~%eer snd 


* “BOgT JBS}OSSV 


09°226 
/az' 199 sur84] 


Ys" Lt snd 
“BO JI JB S}OS SV 
12099 
/94"1¢9 suey] 


%q19 snd 
“Bo Je 1B S}OS SY 
£9°126 
/9L°199 Sure} 


(0782 
quoefeambe 
UWISIOTCA 
pe) Yerer 
60°099 
/92°199 sux04] 


(e781 
queyeambe 
UTe1O[VA 
Pe) %oa'vs 
6F'099 
/g21"T¢9 sure4] 


(soqer 
quereambe 
UIdIO[BA PB) 
%O8'6z ‘YP 
‘Wyle LZ ‘Ys 
*%90'08 ‘%0v'sz 

09° 226 

/g2"1¢9 sure;] 


(soqer 
quoyeamnbe 
UIe1O[BA PB) 
%es'es PUB YHL“1zZ 
1Z'099 
/92"1g9 surey] 


(oye1 
quepeamnbe 
TIe10[BA 
Pe) Big'est 
£9°26 
/e2"199 sure4] 


LOLL¥/L9 


eF819/L9 


PLE9T/L9 


"09 Bupsodury oypeg 


0D PIOVM TPN 


*0— Ar9TIND ysv0D 


qeezeg BuIqO 


SOoPISNPUT Oppeg OUT y 


PL6T ‘ez AB 


“f ‘UosprBLpRy 


FL6I ‘Zz AB 


“¢ ‘WosprBqory 


PLOI ‘ee ABT 


*¢ ‘uosprBqory 


PLOI ‘2e AB 


“¢ ‘WosprBqory 


PLOT ‘Zz ABW 


*¢ ‘uospreyory 





& 
B 
: 
B 


80S OVA IELT 
oospuvig ueg 


$105 OIBA4ELT 
oospuBig UBg 


s}0s 
pivoq eseeyo pus yovUg 
oospuBig uvg 


sos OG 
oospuBly UBg 


ASIGNVHOUIN 
GNV AULNG 
dO LUoOd 


(196 

“A'V'O) “8D *A “TS 40 Boy 
-J9Ury JO seyBpossy ysodury 
queurgpnf pus uojspoq 


(196 

‘a'V'O) “8D *A “TR 40 BOT 
-J9Ury JO seyepossy yodury 
quourspnf pus uojspooq 


(196 

‘a'V'O) ‘8’ *A “18 40 BOT 
-I0Ury JO so}epossy joduly 
queurspnf pus uojspooqy 


(196 

“A'V'O) “8° *A “TB 40 BOT 
-J9ULY JO seyepossy j10dwy] 
quourspnf pus uojsyooq 


YYZ snd “ve 
9I 98 Sjos SV 
8¢'099 


/9L'T99 sute4y] 


BWY21 snd vo 
JT 38 Sjos SY 
09°26 


/SL°T99 Sureyy 


%P LT snjd “ve 
rf 48 Syos SY 

6r'099 

JO 12099 


/92 199 Sur0yT 


MWe snd “vo 
9% 38 S98 SY 
2¥°099 


/9L' 199 Sure4y] 


e38Y Pus “ON 
W193] 10 “Bq 


ali 


(eyez 
quoyeatnbe 
TWIOIO[VA 
PB) Ysr'sz 
88°099 
/$2° 199 sure7] 


(or 
quereamnbe 
UIeIO[BA 
ps) %zo'te 
09°26 
/g2° 199 suxe4] 


(0481 
queTeajnbe 
UWI810O[BA 
pe) %ez 
6F'099 
40 12099 
/$2'Tg9 surez] 


(soye1 
quereambe 
WIeIO[BA 
PY) Yor’ sz 
pus %oo'ez 
L¥'099 
/gu°T99 SuIe4] 


0}83 pus "ON 
UI9}] 10 *IBg 


aassassv 


L1Z8¥/69 


8Z604/0L 


sjioduly 4sog S,PIIOM 


syioduly JopuvA 


"0p Ayepedg prepuryg 


‘oul “OD z}ey-esnosdg 


JALLNIVITd 


PLEI ‘2z AB 


*f ‘Uosprsyory 


PL6I ‘2% ABN 


*f ‘uosprByory 


PLOT ‘Zz ABW 


“f ‘UosprByprYy 


PL6L ‘ez ABIL 


*f ‘WospaByqory 


NOISIOga 
d0 ALVG 
y apaar 


auagaqnwon 
NOISIOadad 


Te 





eB 
a 
P 
° 
oO 
mM 
a 
e 
B 


souoydieg 
yi0X MON 


S[Moq preg 
soposuy so’y 


SYIOMOILT 
(R10 
‘puv[yiog) MoyAZu0’T 


(8968 “a"O) 

‘s'O ‘A ‘diog SBulpely 
uz~10g UBdUTyY YON 
(L128 

‘a'O) ‘s'O ‘A UopHes0d 
-10Q [VuOeUJeIUT PUBTpPIPY 
sZuypeetd ey} uo yuewspnse 


WHI 
29g “Ivd 


Ya tt 

S}R] JO JUOTIIOIVYS Poolsy 16°90Z W194] 
uopepmbyyer 
poyiodind pyes 
jo onqaya Aq 
Po}09TT09 sot} 
“np [euopppe 
Aus jo puny 
-01 8 oNss} pus 
99/22/11 Jo U0Ty 
-epinbyjel pulos 
-01 0} peleps0 
107O@ITP 49} 
-stp ‘sedoidury 
uopepmbife1 
SMB] 0} Arer}U00 
poypmbyfer 


sBuypvotd oy} uo Juourspne d-t901 Ajug 


Wet 
egg “18g 8998/99 
Mit snjd 
“ql 40d 96°81 “040 
08"80z 1194] “6ITS9/0L 


(uopepmnbyyje1 
uo) “q] 10d 9ZT 
popuoure 
SB ‘gT'ggz UI04] 
(uoyyep 
-pmby uo) Yze 


Steg, Ure} ¥0269/19 


“dul ‘s}OyIVPY UsOpsey 107 


[8 40 UOIAY OL, 


*di09 sonepedg ourny 


PLOL ‘4% AB 
"f ‘ovy 


PLOL ‘9% ABT 
ow ‘ouy 


PLOT ‘4% AVL 
"2 ‘ovy 


9re/bLd 





H 
63 
D 
2 
5 
NM 
a 
° 
Es 
MD 
D 
5 


-UfV.i}s YUys yey ‘sjoyseq 
WSU] YR SuOUTBIYs YUIg 

(isos 

PoeyIVUL suIe}!) s1OMOYS 

jo syed Jo soinixy 

JeMOYS SB poesn sufeip 
JOMOYS JO spvoy JeMOYg 
sojosuy so’y 


*d}0 ‘sIOMOY [PPYIWV 
sojesuy so’y 


*070 ‘s1IOMOY [ePYNsIy 
Byydpopr id 


aSIGNVHOUAN 
GNV AULNA 
40 LUOd 





‘A Auvdurop sseiqise 
euUL ‘(19969 “S4V) ‘s’n 
‘A Auvduiog »Y JUIN, 
‘soyauq (698 “G'O) ‘sn 
"A ‘OU “BY S801) WooouvyyT 
(>, PoyreUL 
suey) (Zh “"O) “sa 
"A AUBCUIOD SsB1qyseM OUL 


(6228 
‘d'O) “S'A “A "Te 40 UOT} 
-viodi0g =Bulpeay, prounz 
($2z8 "d"O) *s"n “A 
[8 Jo uoNBicdi0g ovequiry 


(6128 
‘da'O) “sn *A “Te yo von 
-Bi0odi0og + Burpery, plounz 
(8228 dO) *s"n “A 
[8 yo uOMVIOdI0gD sequiry 





(Clos poyxseur 
sutez}) Y%Or 
00°FS9 194] 
(clos 
poxsVUl sure4]) 
%8 10 %6 ‘%O1 
00°Fa9 W187] 


WL 


On 


OO FLL UOT] 


%git 10 B11 
09°FLL W104] 


ojey pus “ON 
W193] JO “1Bq 


aTaH 








(>, POyTeUL 
Sule}}) %Zt 
snyd “qt 10d 
91 10 (%o'er 
snid ‘q] 10d 

#1 ‘%et snd 
“QI 40d $g2z"T 
$e" 299 W104] 


%R 
02'S W104] 


%Y'9T 10 YZ 
02°8FL Uted] 


o78y pus “ON 
We] 10 “IB 


aassassv 





“040 
*19897/L9 


010 
“18981/29 


"090 “F816/69 





[8 40 
“OC Sstig uUIBYyyeYyH 9/8 
“Ou ‘SI9PIVALIOT BIg ITV 


SILI UOdqhey 
qsvop dyPeg vqp “ouy 
[BPVIOUIWIOD 4SBOH 9YPVI 


O- JAOd UI] UBOPIOUTY 9Y,L 


‘ON 
LUn09 


JAILNIVTd 


PLOL ‘4 ABV 
*¢ ‘UBUIMON 


LOI ‘4% ABN 
"gf ‘UOS}O A 


PLOL ‘b% AB 
“pf ‘UOS}eM 


NOISsIogda 
40 ALVG 
y apanar 


0S8/FLd 


6Ve/FLd 


8h8/PLd 


UadWwoan 
NOISIOdd 











(>, Poyreur 
suroj!) (sstiq jo je) w, 
SIBUTVIYS 1OJ SJOYSVG 4.108 POYICUI SurSz) 
-U] qUoUTeOR[der puv ‘S10 %Yg1t snd 
-UJBI}S YUjs yey ‘sjoyseq “qt tod 9olz'T 
JA0SUT YA sioUyeIjs yuIg ge"L¢9 WIT] 
(,,.0., peyqreur (..0», poyzeur 
SUI9}]) [9038 10 UOT Jo I] (,.C>, poyreur SUuI0}!) %gt 
‘SIDUJBI}S JO] SJOYsSeq Jes (6, PUB ,,.O,, POYIVUI sue4!) YO 410 YLT ‘%6t 
-U} queUIeOR|de1 pus ‘s10 sureqy) (62% “G’"O) ‘s’a 00°FS9 UI01] 02°99 UIEq] 
-UseI}s Yuys yy ‘sjoyseq ‘A Auvdurog ssviqysoy (.O», Poyreur (..€>, Poyseur 
JA0SUT YA SIOUTeAYS YUIg | ONL ‘(19969 “S4V) ‘“Ss'o sule}!) %e"et suey) %zt 
(fos “A Auvdwuog »Y IUIMY, 10 Yet ‘%L1 snid ‘q] 10d 
POYIVul SurIoz!) sIOMOYS ‘soranq ‘(este "d'O) ‘sn 96° E99 W107] 91 10 [% get 
yo syed 30 sompxy *A ‘OU “BY SSOIN) Yooouvyy] ca. styd *qy 10d 
JOMOYS sv posn ‘sureIp (,.>» Doyswur poyieur sure} 1) $1 ‘%et snyjd 
JMOYS JO SpBOY JOMOYS | SUIOI!) (S6Zb “A'O) ‘Ss’ %8 10 Yo *%Or “ql rod 9922" “oy ‘Ts PLOT ‘“$% AVIV 
sojeZuy soy | ‘A Auvdurog ssv.iqise, Ou, 00°FS9 U10I] Se'L¢g9 Ure] ‘0z06¢/29 | 19 Auvdulog uodA’] “gq “V “¢ ‘ueULMON 198/tLd 


& 
& 
~ 
9 
oO 
NM 
a 
5 
a 
MD 
D 
5 


(Cs 


(..d,, poyreur poyreur sure4}) 


suie}]) (ssviq jo q[e) %st snjd 
SIOUTVIYS 1OJ SJOYSvq 410s (,.dy, peyreur *qy 40d Jqzz" 
ou] yuewIeDR[del puv ‘si0 suey!) (6cb “G'O) ‘s’n 9° 299 W104] 








os 
D 
© 
5 
2 
a 
S 
= 
B 


poom jd osounder 
yIOx MON 


poomAy|d osousdes 
nynjouoyy 


poomA|d osouvder 
""a’d ‘ueng ueg 


poomA|d osouvdes 
uojysnoyy 


syuouod 
-UI0D dUOI}Oe[9 10 
puv urosAs Joyvods 
pus wAeid youn 
8 WIA JayoIe7 001019 

yI0X MON 


GSIGNVHOUAN 
anv 
AULNGA 10 LHOdA 


(126 °"°V"°O) ‘184909 
y ‘S0lg 2109p “A ‘s'D 


(226°C V"D) “T8498 °0D 
y ‘sOlg 79H “A *S'N 


(226° V"D) ‘1899 0D 
7 ‘solg 7}9H ‘A ‘s'n 


(226 °C'°V"D) ‘T8429 °0D 
y ‘solg Z}pH *A ‘S'N 


(21th °C") “s*n “A 
*diog Burpell V PV 


poyeys JON 


pe784s JON 


po7eys JON 


poz83s JON 


p078}s JON 


GA TVA dO LIND 


poxoed you ‘%H%L 
SsoT ony[eA posreid 
-d8 yon :onyea yodxg 


poxoed you ‘% HL 
Sse] On[eA posyeid 
-de yon conpea 4ys0dxq 


peyoed you ‘YL 
SseT oen[eA poseid 
-de qn :onyea yi0dxq 


peyoed you ‘% KL 
SseoT on[eA posreid 
-dv Jon :onjea yodxg 


«,MOTSSTUTUIOD,, OF 
SB poqTosep yunoure 
94} Ssey onTeA posed 
-dy c‘enjea  yodxg 


NOLLVOIVA 
40 SISVd 


“040 
‘998c/WU 


“0 
‘V-S8P16z 


LT#00-€-€L 


“OD JOSPUIM OGL 


u9}0Yg Ns}eUITO 


zouy} 
“BAL UBIO, [ovUsey 


‘Te yo “pyT “OD 
P oyINH ‘mMoyeg 


*di09 Bulpell V PV 


JALLNIVId 


suotsi9aq] tuamastvsdqvay posvusqy 


SIIDAIS: qV 


NOT suoIsN’) 
SIG Pou 2Y3 JO suorst199q 


LEI ‘$e ABV 
“f° 


PLOI ‘¥e ABW 
*f ‘OU 


PLE ‘9% ACW 
“poy 


PLOI ‘9% AVIV 
*¢ ‘ou 


PL6T ‘be ABIL 
“p ‘WOS}eM 


NOISIOga 
10 ALVG 
» apdanr 


Ch0/FL4. 


682 /FLa 


uadgWon 
NOISIOgda 





CUSTOMS COURT 


Appeals to United States Court of 
Customs and Patent Appeals 


AprrgaL 74-29.—Nishimoto Trading Company, Ltd., and Arthur J. 
Fritz Company v. United States.—Japanese StyLe ALIMENTARY 
Paste (Samren or Ramen )—Ep iste Preparations—OrTuHer Soup 
PreparaTions—TISUS. Appeal from C.D. 4504. 


Merchandise imported from Japan and described on the invoice as 
“Japanese style alimentary paste ‘Sapporo Ichiban’ ” was held prop- 
erly dutiable as assessed at 14 percent ad valorem under item 182.95, 
Tariff Schedules of the United States, as edible preparations not spe- 
cially provided for (including prepared meals individually packaged). 
Plaintiffs-appellants claimed that the merchandise was properly duti- 
able at 9.5 percent under item 182.52 as other soup preparations. It is 
claimed that the Customs Court erred in not finding and holding that 
the merchandise is properly dutiable under item 182.52, supra, in find- 
ing and holding that the merchandise was properly classifiable under 
item 182.95, supra; in not finding and holding that the merchandise, 
commonly known as saimen or ramen, was a soup preparation; in 
finding and holding that the principle of stare decisis required a de- 
termination that the merchandise at bar was “prepared meals in- 
dividually packaged” ; in not finding and holding that saimen or ramen 
falls within the common meaning of “other soup preparations” ; in not 
finding and holding that plaintiffs have shown a clear and convincing 
error on the part of the court in the case of Marukai Hawaii, Inc., et al. 
v. United States, 66 Cust. Ct. 38, C.D. 4165 (1971); in finding and 
holding that the Marukai case, supra, is stare decisis as to the factual 
issues herein; and in not finding and holding that plaintiffs succeeded 
in rebutting the presumptively correct classification of the customs 
officials. 


Appeal 74-30.—United States v. General Instrument Corporation.— 
HoriwzontaL Ovureur Transrormers (Frysacks)—AnrriciEes 
AssEMBLED Aproap—Parts or TrELEvision Apparatus—Dvuty 


Exemption For AMERICAN ComponeNts—TISUS. Appeal from 
C.D. 4507. 


In this case, merchandise consisting of horizontal output trans- 
formers, termed “flybacks”, used in color television receivers was 
assessed at 8 percent ad valorem under item 685.20, Tariff Schedules 
of the United States, as parts of television apparatus. Plaintiff- 
appellee claimed that the regional commissioner of customs improperly 
disallowed duty allowances provided for in item 807.00 as to certain 
American products incorporated into the imported transformers in 
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Portugal. The items in dispute were kraft paper, mylar, tape, sleev- 
ing, magnet wire, and lead wire. Defendant conceded plaintiff’s entitle- 
ment to item 807.00 treatment for the kraft paper, mylar, tape, and 
sleeving components of the imported articles. In view of the evidence 
of record, and the defendant’s concessions, the Customs Court found 
that the kraft paper, mylar, tape, and sleeving, as well as the magnet 
wire and lead wire, in the imported transformers, were fabricated 
components, the product of the United States at the time of their 
exportation to Portugal; were exported in condition ready for assem- 
bly into the transformers without further fabrication; did not lose 
their physical identity in such transformers by change in form, shape, 
or otherwise; and were not advanced in value or improved in condi- 
tion abroad except by being assembled and except by operations inci- 
dental to the assembly process. It was held that the involved mer- 
chandise was dutiable in accordance with item 807.00, supra, upon the 
full value of the imported transformers less the cost or value of the 
six American made components. 

It is claimed that the Customs Court erred in finding and holding 
that the magnet wire, a product of the United States, was exported in 
condition ready for assembly without further fabrication; in finding 
and holding that the winding operation, per se, performed in Portugal, 
was an “assembly” operation; in finding and holding that the opera- 
tions performed on the magnet wire, to wit, winding, baking, wax im- 
pregnation, etc., were operations incidental to the assembly operation ; 
in finding and holding that the magnet wire was not advanced in value 
or improved in condition abroad except by being assembled and except 
by operations incidental to the assembly process; and in not finding 
and holding that the tranformation of the magnet wire from the state 
of rolled wire as exported to the state of being a completed coil, was 
either a further fabrication of the wire, or an advance in value or 
improvement in condition by operations not incidental to the assembly 
process. 


ERRATUM 


In Vol. 8, No. 17, weekly Customs Bulletin, April 24, 1974 
issue, page 17 (C.D. 4507), 18th line, change “1973” to “1974”. 





Tariff Commission Notices 


Investigations by the United States Tariff Commission 


DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, June 5, 1974. 


The appended notices relating to investigations by the United States 
Tariff Commission are published for the information of Customs 
Officers and others concerned. 


Vernon D. Acre, 
Commissioner of Customs. 


[337-37] 
GoLFr GLOVES 
Notice of investigation and hearing 


A complaint was filed with the U.S. Tariff Commission on Novem- 
ber 8, 1972, and a supplement thereto on May 16, 1973, on behalf of 
Anthony J. Antonious and the Ajac Glove Corporation, both of El- 
licott City, Maryland, alleging there to be importation and sales in the 
United States of certain golf gloves, and alleging that such importa- 
tion and sales are unfair methods of competition or unfair acts within 
the meaning of section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1337) 
by reason of the golf gloves being covered by the claims of U.S. Patent 
No. 3,588,917. Complainant alleges that the effect or tendency of the 
unfair methods or acts is to destroy or substantially injure an industry, 
efficiently and economically operated, in the United States in violation 
of the provisions of section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930. Spalding, a 
division of Questor Corporation, of Toledo, Ohio; Leonard Cecil, of 
Bethesda, Maryland; O. F. Mossberg & Sons, Inc., of North Haven, 
Connecticut; Lordon Company, of Yonkers, New York; Mario Her- 
rero S.L., of New York, New York; Charles A. Eaton Company, of 
Brockton, Massachusetts; and Clover Golf Company, Inc., of Brook- 
lyn, New York, have been named by complainant as importers and dis- 
tributors of the subject product. 

Having conducted, in accordance with section 203.3 of the Commis- 
sion’s Rules of Practice and Procedure (19 C.F.R. 203.3), a pre- 
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liminary inquiry with respect to the matters alleged in the said com- 
plaint, as supplemented, the U.S. Tariff Commission, on May 21, 1974, 
ORDERED: 


(1) That, for the purposes of section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930, 
an investigation be instituted with respect to the asserted violations of 
said section by the alleged importation and sale in the United States 


of golf gloves covered by claims 1, 2, or 9 of U.S. Patent No. 3,588,917 ; 
and 


(2) That a public hearing be held on July 1, 1974, at 10 a.m., 
E.D.T., in the Hearing Room, U.S. Tariff Commission Building, 
Eighth and E Streets, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20436. All parties con- 
cerned will be afforded an opportunity to be present, to produce evi- 
dence, and to be heard concerning the subject matter of the investiga- 
tion. Interested parties desiring to appear and give testimony at the 
hearing should notify the Secretary of the Commission, in writing, 
at least five days in advance of the opening of the hearing. 


The Commission decided not to recommend at this time that the 
President issue a temporary exclusion order pursuant to section 337 (f) 
of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1337(f)). 

Public notice of the receipt of the complaint and initiation of the 
preliminary inquiry was published in the Federal Register on Janu- 
ary 26, 1973 (38 F.R. 2502). Notice of an extension of time for filing 
written views was published in the Federal Register on February 21, 
1973 (38 F.R. 4738). The complaint, as supplemented, was served upon 
all known interested parties. The complaint has been available for in- 
spection by interested persons continually since issuance of the notice 
of initiation of the preliminary inquiry, at the Office of the Secretary, 
located in the U.S. Tariff Commission Building, and also in the New 


York City office of the Commission, located in Room 437 of the 
Customhouse. 


By order of the Commission : 
Kennetu R. Mason, 


Secretary. 
Tssued May 23, 1974. 


[TEA-W-235] 


Workers’ PETITION FOR A DETERMINATION UNDER Section 301(c)(2) OF THE 
TRADE EXPANSION AcT oF 1962 


Notice of investigation 


On the basis of a petition filed under section 301(a) (2) of the Trade 
Expansion Act of 1962, on behalf of the former workers of the Bruns- 
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wick, Maine, and Rollinsford, New Hampshire, plants of the Auerbach 
Shoe Co., Boston, Massachusetts, the United States Tariff Commis- 
sion, on May 31, 1974, instituted an investigation under section 301(c) . 
(2) of the Act to determine whether, as a result in major part of 
concessions granted under trade agreements, articles like or directly 
competitive with footwear for women (of the types provided for in 
items 700.45-.55 (except 700.52) of the Tariff Schedules of the United 
States) produced by said firm are being imported into the United 
States in such increased quantities as to cause, or threaten to cause, 
the unemployment or underemployment of a significant number or 
proportion of the workers of such firm or an appropriate subdivision 
thereof. 

The optional public hearing afforded by law has not been requested 
by the petitioners. Any other party showing a proper interest in the 
subject matter of the investigation may request a hearing, provided 
such request is filed within 10 days after the notice is published in the 
Federal Register. 

The petition filed in this case is available for inspection at the Office 
of the Secretary, United States Tariff Commission, 8th and E Streets, 
N.W., Washington, D.C., and at the New York City office of the Tariff 
Commission located in Room 437 of the Customhouse. 

By order of the Commission : 

Kennetu R. Mason, 


Secretary. 
Issued June 3, 1974. 


[837-35] 
CERTAIN HyYpDRAULIC TAPPETS 


Notice of postponement of hearing 


On May 24, 1974, the U.S. Tariff Commission postponed until 
June 18, 1974, the public hearing scheduled for June 10, 1974, in con- 
nection with investigation No. 337-35, Certain Hydraulic Tappets. 
Notice of the institution of the investigation and the ordering of the 
hearing was published in the Federal Register on May 1, 1974 (39 F.R. 
15184-15185). 

By order of the Commission : 


Kennetu R. Mason, 


Secretary. 
Issued May $1, 1974. 
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[337-38] 


EXPANDED, UNSINTERED POLYTETRAFLUORETHYLENE 
IN TarPeE Form 


Notice of investigation, denial of motion 
to dismiss, and hearing 


A complaint was filed with the Tariff Commission on August 29, 
1972, on behalf of W. L. Gore & Associates, Inc., of Newark, Delaware, 
alleging there to be importation and sale in the United States of ex- 
panded, unsintered polytetrafluorethylene in tape form and alleging 
that such importation and sale are unfair methods of competition and 
unfair acts within the meaning of section 337 of the Tariff Act of 
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1337) for the reason that expanded, unsintered poly- 
tetrafluorethylene tape is covered by the claims of U.S. Patent No. 
3,664,915. The complainant alleges that the effect or tendency of the 
unfair methods or acts is to destroy or substantially injure an industry, 
efficiently and economically operated, in the United States in violation 
of the provisions of section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1337). Johnson and Johnson, Inc., New Brunswick, New Jersey; 
Anchor Packing Co., Philadelphia, Pennsylvania; Pamsco Asbestos 
& Rubber Co. (formerly known as U.S. Indestructible Gasket Co.), 
New York, New York; and Nopitape, Inc., Hackensack, New Jersey 
have been named as importers and distributors of the subject products 
by the complainant. 

Having conducted a preliminary inquiry with respect to the mat- 
ters alleged by the said complainant, the United States Tariff Com- 
mission, on May 23, 1974, ORDERED: 

That for the purposes of section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930, an 
investigation is instituted with respect to the alleged violations in the 
importation and sale in the United States of expanded, unsintered 
polytetrafluorethylene in tape form made in accordance with the claims 
of U.S. Patent No. 3,664,915 owned by the complainant, W. L. Gore 
and Associates, Inc. 

That a public hearing be held on July 22, 1974, at 10 a.m., E.D.T., 
in the Hearing Room, U.S. Tariff Commission Building, 8th and 
E Streets, N.W., Washington, D.C. All parties concerned will be af- 
forded an opportunity to be present, to produce evidence, and to be 
heard concerning the subject matter of the investigation. Interested 
parties desiring to appear and give testimony at the hearing should 
notify the Secretary of the Commission, in writing, at least five days in 
advance of the opening of the hearing. 

Public notice of the receipt of the complaint and initiation of the 
preliminary inquiry was published in the Federal Register on Septem- 
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ber 19, 1972 (37 F.R. 19164). The complaint and supplemental com- 
plaint were served upon the parties named in the complaint and have 
been available for inspection by interested persons continually since 
issuance of the notice of preliminary inquiry, at the Office of the Secre- 
tary, located in the U.S. Tariff Commission Building and in the New 
York City office of the Commission, located in Room 437 of the 
Customhouse. 
By order of the Commission : 
Kennetu R. Mason, 


Secretary. 
Issued May 29, 1974. 





Index 
US. Customs Service 


Cotton textiles: 
Restriction on entry; visa requirements ; manufactured or produced 
in Colombia 
Foreign currencies : 
Daily rates listed by country : 
Hong Kong dollar: 
May 13 through 17, 1974 
May 20 through 24, 1974 74-164 
Tran rial: 
May 138 through 17, 1974 74-161 
May 20 through 24, 1974 74-164 
Philippines peso: 
May 13 through 17, 1974 74-161 
May 20 through 24, 1974 74-164 
Singapore dollar: 
May 13 through 17, 1974 74-161 
May 20 through 24, 1974 74-164 
Thailand baht (tical) : 
May 13 through 17, 1974 74-161 
May 20 through 24, 1974 74-164 
Quarterly rates: 
Rates which varied by 5 per centum or more from the rates published in 
T.D. 74-124 for the countries and dates as follows: 
Austria schilling: 
May 20 through 24, 1974 74-162 
Belgium franc: 
May 23, 1974 74-162 
Switzerland franc: 
May 22 and 23, 1974 74-162 


Court of Customs and Patent Appeals 


Kurt S. Adler, Inc. v. The United States: 
Glass Christmas ornaments; classification 
Quigley & Manard, Inc. v. The United States: 
Discretionary with Customs Court ; rehearing 


C.A.D. No. 


Customs Court 


Appeals to U.S. Court of Customs and Patent Appeals (p. 31) ; appeals: 
74-29—Japanese style alimentary paste (saimen or ramen) ; edible prepara- 
tions ; other soup preparations; TSUS 
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Appeals to U.S. Court of Customs and Patent Appeals—Continued 
74-30—Horizontal output transformers (flybacks); articles assembled 
abroad ; parts of television apparatus; duty exemption for American com- 
ponents; TSUS 


Combination : 
Articles: 
Not unfinished ; tuner-amplifiers, C.D. 4543 
Parts of ; radio receivers, C.D. 4543 
Radio-phonograph : 
Radio reception apparatus, C.D. 4543 
Tape recorder, C.D. 4543 
Common meaning: radio receivers, C.D. 4543 
Construction ; Tariff Schedules of the United States: 
General Headnotes and Rules of Interpretation : 
10(h), C.D. 4543 
10(ij), C.D. 4543 
Item 678.50, C.D. 4543 
Item 685.23, C.D. 4543 
Item 685.25, C.D. 4543 
Item 685.30, C.D. 4543 
Item 685.50, C.D. 4543 
Item 688.40, C.D. 4543 


Electrical articles or electrical parts of articles; machines or parts, C.D. 4543 
Eo nomine designation; solid-state (tubeless) radio receivers, C.D. 4543 


Machines or parts; electrical articles or electrical parts of articles, C.D. 4543 
Parts of combination articles ; radio receivers, C.D. 4543 


Radio: 

Phonograph : 
Combination ; radio reception apparatus, C.D. 4543 
Tape recorder combination, C.D. 4543 

Receivers : 
Combination articles, parts of, C.D. 4543 
Common meaning, C.D. 4543 
Parts of combination articles, C.D. 4543 
Solid-state (tubeless) ; tuner-amplifiers, C.D. 4543 
Specially provided for as; tuner-amplifiers, C.D. 4543 
Unassembled articles, C.D. 4543 

Reception apparatus: 
Combination, -adio phonograph, C.D. 4543 
Radio phonograph combination, C.D. 4543 


Solid-state (tubeless) radio receivers; eo nomine designation, C.D. 4543 


Tuner-amplifiers : 
Combination articles, not unfinished, C.D. 4543 
Radio receivers: 
Solid-state (tubeless), C.D. 4543 
Specially provided for as, C.D. 4543 


Unassembled articles ; radio receivers, C.D. 4543 
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Tariff Commission Notices 


Certain hydraulic tappets ; notice of postponement of hearing ; p. 35. 

Expanded, unsintered polyetrafluorethylene in tape form ; notice of investigation, 
denial of motion to dismiss, and hearing ; p. 36. 

Golf gloves, notice of investigation and hearing; p. 33. 

Worker’s petition for a determination under section 301(c) (2) of the Trade 
Expansion Act of 1962; notice of investigation ; p. 34. 
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